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II.— ON THE OLD ARMENIAN VERSION OF PLATO'S 

APOLOGY. 1 

i. Relation of 'a to the Armenian. — It is barely credible that in 
the case of a text so often edited as that of the Apology of Plato 
there should still lie hidden in the Greek codices readings both 
new and true, yet that this is so I am sure any one will allow who 
compares with the latest texts of Schanz and Wohlrab the Codex 
Vaticanus, in two volumes, Nos. 225, 226, saec. XII, called in the 
apparatus of Bekker Ae. These two volumes contain the whole 
of Plato along with the seven spurious dialogues, but, with the 
exception of the first tetralogy and the Gorgias, it is said by 
Schanz to be a mere apograph of the Clarkian or Bodleian 
Codex. In a former number of this Journal I proved that for 
the Euthyphro the text of A is very closely allied, 2 both by 
common lacunae and various characteristic readings, with the old 
Armenian Version, which was made not later and perhaps two or 
three centuries earlier than the year 1030 A. D. 

2. Antiquity of readings jointly attested by them. — Thus the 
readings of A attested by the Armenian are thrown back to a 
much more remote epoch than that to which A belongs, and 
almost certainly to some ninth-century codex contemporary with 
the Bodleian MS. My examination in these pages of the text of 
the Euthyphro as it is evidenced by A + Armenian fully bore out 
this claim to antiquity, for I showed that it comprised all the 
excellencies of both the classes — the better and the worse — into 
which Schanz divides, as with a chopper, the Platonic MSS ; 
being at one and the same time free from the characteristic faults 

1 Notarum Index. 

B = Codex Clarkianus sive Bodleianus. 

D = Venetus 185 (Bekkeri II). 

E = Bessarionis Liber sive Venetus 184 (Bekkeri S). 

F = Vaticanus 1029 (Bekkeri T). 

Recentiores manus librorum BCDEF significavi literes bcdef. 

A = Vaticanus 225. 

Arm. = Versio Antiqua Armena. 

2 A. J. P. XII 202. 
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of both classes of text. We can in no other way account for this 
combination in A of the good points and avoidance of the bad 
points of the other manuscripts, than by supposing it to contain 
a fuller and better tradition of the Platonic text than any other 
extant MS. In view of the antiquity which the Armenian 
Version reveals for it, it is absurd to tender the explanation that 
it exhibits a mixed or composite text, at any rate so far as it 
agrees with Arm. 

3. A neglected by M. Schanz. — However, Schanz does not 
consider A worthy of notice, and in his edition of the first 
tetralogy he does not record any of its readings. "Der Vati- 
canus in der ersten Tetralogie (zeigt) eine andere (sc. als B) und 
zwar schlechtere Quelle zeigt." He admits, however, that in the 
Apology A follows a better tradition than in the Euthyphro ; still 
it does not belong to the good class ("gehort . . . nicht zu der 
guten Classe," Studien, p. 49) ; and in preparing his text of the 
Apology he is content to collate for his readers E (= Bekker's g) 
as the least corrupt specimen of the many MSS of manifold 
tradition, which he lumps together as one family. He also gives 
the readings of F, as a specimen of the "libri, quorum textus ex 
duabus familiis conflatus sit." His classification of the MSS of 
Plato reminds one of the man who only knew of two tunes, of 
which one was 'God save the Queen,' and the other was all other 
tunes. 

4. Although of first rate importance for the text of the Apology. 
— Yet Schanz is the loser by his neglect of A and his excessive 
veneration of B, which happens to be three centuries older than 
any other MS. For of the conjectures which he admits into his 
text of the Apology, he would have found more than one estab- 
lished in the pages of A ; for example, Iva p.f) p.01 in 22A, Zawtp hv 

«i €i7rot in 23B, tovto to Toaovrov in 25E, ovt( rjfias in 35B, 23E TrdXal 

Kat vvv (so d, refingens b). In three more passages A alone of 
the MSS has the true reading, viz. 18D irianaiv for -navm; Srav 
Ttpm-Tri ti in 28B, where Forster and Heindorf had conjectured 
o r« a» TrpaxTji, which comes to the same thing; and in 31C om. tov 
before pAprvpa, "ubi tov inclusit Hirschig." The fact that as many 
as three or four of the conjectures admitted by Schanz into his 
text are found written in A entitled this codex to more consider- 
ation. In No. 8, vol. Ill, of the Classical Review (October, 1889), 
in a note on the Ancient Armenian Version of Plato, I conjectured 
from it alone pq in 22A, « in 24A, and in 33E t« 6 {unibov. It was 
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no small gratification to me when, three years later, I found in a 
a Greek text which bore out these readings, as well as many 
others which I had written in the margin of my edition, but had 
not printed. Such unexpected verification was a proof at once 
of the utility of the Version for critical purposes and of the 
antiquity of the text represented by A. 

5. Common lacunae in a and Armenian. — Just as in the Euthy- 
phro there are common lacunae in A and the Armenian, testifying 
to a common archetype, so in the Apology the words in 21C 

KajreiTa eir€ipd)fxr]i> aiTW fciKvvvat on oioito /ieV €ivai <ro<pos €trj § oij are 

omitted in both sources; and though here there is a similar 
ending to cause it, this lacuna no doubt existed in the archetype 
of both. The transmission of such lacunae from a codex at least 
as old as the Xth century down to a codex of the Xllth is not in 
itself singular, for, as Schanz has noticed, a common lacuna at 
208D-209A of the Theaetetus binds together the group of 
codices of which B is the oldest and best representative. It is 
singular, however, that the lacuna in the Apology has not been 
filled up in a from some one of the other families of which BDEF 
are examples ; seeing that various corruptions proper to these 
exemplars occur in A, yet must have been introduced into A at a 
time posterior to that archetype from which both it and the 
Armenian Version are descended, since they are absent from the 
latter. A has been thus vitiated by contact with these other 
sources ; yet they have not been used to fill up its lacuna. 

6. Collation with Wohlrao's text of A. — Before considering the 
Armenian I give a collation of A with Wohlrab's recension of 
Hermann's text (Lipsiae, B. G. Teubner, 1888). 

Note. — From St. p. 29 to end the smaller differences of 
orthography, such as omission of v ephelk. and alo-xivn for ala-^itei 
are not recorded in the following collation. The MS omits t 
subscript. 

St. I, p. 17A oXtyov deiv epavToi. So E (not Arm.). | B ovroi 
pev yap, aa-jrep. So Arm. | C Tipenot] o SUp. ras. | C TrepUpat for irapl- 
epai. I C eV ayopa Kal e'nl t&v Tpa7T(^S>i>. So BDE. The Arm. has a 

lacuna of five or six words here, so we do not know if it had Kal 
or not. I D iriyxavov oV (not in Arm.). 

18A km toc vovv tovtco tr. So Arm. I A avTTj rj dpfTjj. So D (not 

Arm.). I B tpov paWop olSev dXrjdes. So BDFArm. |ra iwo yrjv. 
So E. I C Om. oi before rairriv Trpi (pripr/v. So BDEFArm. \7ra1Ses 
6Vtc? eVioi iiprnv Ka\ peipania. So EFArm. | D jtXijj/ tl pr) rts. So 
FArm. | D rrareia-pe'roi Ka\. So Arm. 
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igA ovrrn yevta-Bai. So EF. | After vpiv Om. Kai e/uot (not Arm.). I 

>?ra> 07ri;. So E. | B M<?X<rds (sic semper). So F, ? Arm. | B SufiaXov. | 

C aWrjv two. for dXX^v noXkrpi. So Arm.|/*ij 7ra> eyw (so perhaps 
Arm.), j rorauras for rocrouro?, Cp. Q. j dXXo yap tovtwv ipoi tr. j ovbev 

/le'reoTi. So EF, cp. BD. | D 9 (rpiKpov rj. | E post ^cart comma. 

20i\ o-gVot gvveuxu. So EFb. | B dXtjtfeos c^ot (? Arm.). So 

B(D)EF. I C ippevms (ippeXios Arm.). I diSao-icoi. So F (not Arm.). | 

Kai auio ikoX. | D ti 7rore. So F. | TreiroirjKf. So EF. | E KaTa avdpai- 
■kov. So F. I a^idxpeoi/. | r) 8r) for « 8r) (not Arm.). I ear j ffo^-ia. So 

DEF and cp. B. \i) 8r) ris and « sup. lit. man. re. (Arm. = «' Sr} ti). 

21 A eveKpvyc for ^vvirpvye. ? Arm. I el Tts £ pot. \ B eTpairoprjv TotavTrjv 

nvct tr. So Arm. | C omit kuW™ . . . *?>; 8' o£. So Arm. | D km 
Aya86v. I tovtov apiKpS> and om. ye. So F. | E «ai Uvai sup. lit. roan, 
re. for heov olv (km Uvai E, in ras. F, supra versum add d). 

22A Om. yap after Set (not Arm.). | Iva pot pr) dvekeyKTOS. So Arm. [ 
hurBvpdpfimv. I B eiccipwv otto] ovth SUp. lit. ubi ovtiov fuerat. | irewpaypa- 
reva-ai. | i irtTTOirjKeaav, man. re. ex -koviv refinx. | C 1<ra<n 8e. So EF, 

cp. BD. I Xeyova-iv. Cp. D ubi -v erasa est. | « ovk rJKnvo-ap for & ovk 

rjaav. So FArm. I £vvr)8tiv. | D rjduv. | E AvoiTeXei a>o;rep. So Fd 
(not Arm.). |eV rauT?;o"i youv. 

23 A agio eorri. So EF, Cp. BD. I tovtop for tovt' oil. So BDEF- 
Arri). I B notoipevos Trapiib'etypa tr. So Arm. | rail t ovv e'ya>. |Om. pr) 

after eVeiddi/ pot. So Arm. | C ^aipo^Te? for ^atpovo-iv (not in Arm.). | 

i£fTaCopiva>v ubi f> SUp. ras. (cp. E et in nig. yp d). | D icdjreiSd*. j E 

7rdXat icat vOi/. So ' d, refingens b, probavit Hoenebeck.' Schanz 
adds vvv in text ; BDEF om. vvv ; Arm. om. Kai vvv. 

24 A « ofdr t rjv (sic) ubi manus altera ijv in efyi/ refinxit. | oiVe 
o-piKpov. So EFb. |o n Kai aXijdrj (not Arm.).|ai™i tuvt e'ori where 
F has ravr and EF have ia-n and -v is erased in BD. | B avrr\ 

euro. So EFbArm. |qS7jcrt dSiKuv. I C irpoo-TToiovpe'vovs. So B (Arm. 

doubtful) and cp. F. | D voti] for irotu. So EFd. | E noulv for 
iroiovaiv. So EF, in marg. b (? Arm.). 

25A xnXoiif xai dya#ois. So F. | C aTroqtaiveis craqSSs tr. So Arm. | 
eVi fie «Ve r/p-iv (Arm. etVe p.01). | D diroKpiverrai for aTTOKptveo-dat. | E 

toCto . . . roo-ovTov relicto duarum litt. spatio (? Arm. = ToOrd n too-.). 

26 A ifreio-r) for ^ev6"ei. So DEF, ^vS* B.\i)8 n SijXov e'oTcV for S. #. 

f. So F; Arm. and rjftr) io-riv in folio rescripto om. B. | C tovtoio-i 

for tovtois. So EFb. \iya> Se oi for eyw -yap 011 (not Arm.). | E npia- 
/leW?] — co^t . I vopifa sic, ubi vopi(eiv Edf, vapifav F, vopifa BDArm. 
ut uid. 

27A gvvTide'vn Kai bianeipapiva). So Arm.; E has ^ Stajr. | B pip- 
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vti<r8e pov pr). So F (not Arm.).|dXXa dopvfirjTo. I C poyis diroKpirto 
(not Arm.). | aivoKplvt) for diroKplva. So EFd (^diroKpiv^ BD, aTTOKpiv^j. 
D, anoKpipei b). | D enel8jf!Tfp Kal Haiti. (Arm. ? « for Kai). \cl &' av ol. | 

Xfy . . vTai for XeyovTai. I Before av6pa>na>v om. aV. So BDArm. ut 

Uld. I E p.!) rjyeiTat elvai (Arm. = rjyoiro). | eyKaXeis for eyKaXois. So 

first hand in E. | «m Kal. So EF, icm^ icdl BD. 

28A yeyove. So EF. |toi!to forty. So F. | B aLaxyvi). So EFd, 
aioxvi/* B.|roO £91/ ubi ^ SUp. lit. ras. facta Ut uid. litt. d.\orav wpdrTrj 

«. Arm. adds t». | C Kamcppovrioe. So EF: v ephelk. eras. in BD. | 

C tTtipa (sic) for eraipqt. Cp. kripa D. | a7rodai>q. So Ed, anoBavr] F. | 

D to $71' kukos. Ubi sec. m. e k<ik6s ref. KaXo? . I Kopwrjo-iv. \ E om. «at 
after Spxtiv pov (not Arm.). 

29 A dXX onoOi>. 1 peyiamv o>v tcov. | B (pofirjdrjTopai for <poj3T)0~opai. So 

Fd, Euseb., Theodoretus. | E om. km before idv ns (not Arm.). | eidv 

cKpijaa. I Before eXa^/orou, iw for jrepi. 

30A avTois for aoToi? (not Arm.). I oidcv yap uXX to. | B ij dcpUre tj 
acpUre Oil). pr).\noirjO-ovTos] -os in later hand. I C & uvbpes. So 
EArm. |/xe'XX<B yap vp.lv arra epelv. Cp. Codd. | D cnipaauev. So 

BDFe, Theodoretus (Arm. doubtful), \peydXa ml koko (not Arm.). | 
Post ipS>v man. re. corr. ipi in Ipav. 

31A ovv nXXoc] ov- SUp. lit. man. XC.\dnoKTcivoirt ubi o« sup. lit. pr. 

m. I SiareXotTe ubi 01 refinx. ex « m. alt. | B to 8i vpMnpov ubi v ex 17 
refinx. pr. m.| xa< tl pivroi rt. So BDEFArm. | C before pdprvpa 
om. toi/ ubi rJ» inclusit Hirschig. | C nepuav]. The first 1 and the 
accent on a> are in a later hand. | D Zypatye for eypatya™. \ dnoXaXeiv 
w. EFbd. I E ixpiXijKuv w. EFbd. 

32A dKovo-are 6ij pot rd £i//*0e|3>;KriVa. So EF (Arm. = 'audite 

igitur casus mei.' Therefore om. ipol in BD, which have a 

Conflate text). | vneUav &<■ dpa' Kal dp' &v aTToXolprjv. So BD (not 

Arm.). I B Kplvmv irapavopav. So E, corr. e (not Arm.). | C tva 
diroSavt). So F. | D ad ebei£dprjv. So Arm. ut uid. "coniecit 

(TTfbei^aprjv Hirschig." I E pdprvpes iroXXol tr. (not Arm.). 

33B before (dv Tit Om. Kal. So Arm.|£ouXi7Te for fioiXijrai. I & av 
Xeya. \ u re after eya] «V SUp. lit. Sec. man. I C ?<m 8e oiiK di]8h. So 

Arm. I wnep ns namore Kal dXXm, where F has namare, quod recepit 
Hirschig. Arm. has dXX<». | D xp')" ^ f ' *<">' I E NtKoorparos tc 6 
{aTtoov. So Arm. I ndpaSoy. So BDFArm. 

34A AlavTodapos] av dvrobapos (sic). | B after airol pev Omit yap 

(not Arm.). | C UeTevo-e ubi o-e refinxit man. re. ex e. | D after ri 09 
om. oJv (not Arm.). | E oil pot sup. lit. man. re. ubi erat c>oi (Arm. 
= ou pot). I eix' oJv \^€u8o^y (ubi yj/cCSovs erat). 
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35 A Kplvaiv for Kpivavral. | B na\ onrjrtovv. So EF, and StttjitioSv B 

(Arm. = otwvv). 1 8oKei ubi « ex ot ref. m. re. | C oh av 8oku ubi Sokjj 

ex 8okcI fecit D. |ny>os q^ay. So E (not Arm.). | D (pevyovras xmh 
(not Arm.). | E tov pev prj dyavaKTeiv. 

36 A KaTa\irrj(prjO-a<r8f. | apt]V. So Ed 1 . \els TpiaKovra pova ubi r erasa 
(not Arm.). | &(pei\e for $>(p\e. \ B q SijXov; ori T^r aulas' ti oSv agios. 

Here W ante <"|ior deleuit Cobet. The Arm. retains «'. | D « 6V ye 
(earn. So BFd 1 (Arm. = « koto). | npao-0e. So BEFd 1 (Arm. = 

TipaaBat). \t£ av npenot. 

37 A paWov netreio-pai. sine interp. I B nj-or epavrov (not Arm.). I tj 
fifioar el pr) nd8a> (not Arm.). 1 8*cpr)pi ubi pr. m. scripserat bv. \ e'o-nv ' 

dvrl. 1 ovrav tovtov Tifiijo". So BEFd Arm. I C TiprjO-apai. So B, 

Schanz. | D paSiW pnSlas ex dittogr. | koK£>s oZv (not Arm.), j E 

ndvrtav to ^aX«7ra>raT0i'. | neio-eo-Sa> in nelo-eaBe COrr. alt. man* 

38A dxoijeTO sic. I pdSiov. So B, Schanz. | B jSouXftr&i. I 7/uv eaovrai 
(not Arm.). | C T17 jrdXet XoiSopeiK. 1 7rd»Tay r}paV (not Arm.). 

39 A paop av tis. So EArm. \vovripla^, ubi y sup. vs. add man. re. | 
B before e&u o-xeiv om. ko\. So Arm. | C «£«» for 17^11/ (not Arm.). | 
elpya o- a o-$e. So BDF. | oloptvoi ye. Here B has ol6pei>ot%%. Schanz 
thinks that pe has been erased, since DF add pe, but ye probably 
stood. Hermann conjectured pev. | D dyavaKrljo-ere ubi -re corr. m. 
re. ex -ra vel -ra. I ot€00a. I KaXoveiv for iwXfuMC. Cp. Arm. 

40B e'vravda for evrauSoi. \to £vpj3ej3i)Kas. | C reflcai-ai bis. | E el 8' fi> 

OlO!'. 

41 A after aXXot om. 00-01 (not Arm.). | B di)8« with BDFArm.J 

Ti'y ai> avrav. So BDF (Arm. Om. av with E). layovTO T^v. So 
BDF. I DE omit fiXdiTTetv down to Se'opai tovs (not Arm.). | E Taura 
raura. | \vnoZvras sed a sup. lit. re. m. | ovei8i£era. | fftaaope'vois ubi o post 

o- refinxit ex a vel a> re. m. |7rXijf 81} t«> &<£. Here in B tt\^v **. 
' Fuisse uidetur el,' says Schanz. Why not 81$ ? (Arm. doubtful.) 

7. Peculiar errors of A. — The Codex A must have been copied 
from some text in which the terminations such as -r«, -ra, -ras, 
-flat, -de, -os, -rat, -to, -etv, -av, etc., were expressed by compendia, 
and these have been confused by a scribe not a little ignorant of 
the Greek language. In small matters of orthography A agrees 
closely with EF and the texts in accordance with which some 
hand or hands revised BD. 

8. Upon the origin of errors in the text of Plato. — Many of the 
readings of A are evidenced neither by the Armenian nor by 
other Greek codices, and these must at once be dismissed as 
mere corruptions . Some of the crucial difficulties are left 
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unsolved either by A or by the more ancient type of its text 
preserved in the Armenian. Such are paXkov in 18B, ol omitted 
in 18C, toxitov in 23 A, anpAo-euv (Arm. doubtful) in 30D, av omitted 
before w6pi>irv>v (Arm. doubtful) in 27D, « pkvroi n in 31B, nupa&or 
in 33E, rovrov after Zvrav in 37B. All but three of these errors in 
the Platonic text have arisen in one of two ways : either from a 
dittography, e. g. rovrov out of toO repeated, p.hroi « from n being 
repeated in toi, which had the same sound ; or from the omission 
of a word identical with the beginning or end of the words which 
either followed or preceded it, e. g. &v was lost before avdpcmav, ol 
after 'Adqvaioi in 18C. It is clear that some remote ancestor of all 
our codices BDEFa had contracted many errors from one or 
other of these causes. The Armenian reveals the presence in all 
these codices of several more errors of the same kind, e. g. oi^l 
lost in 36B, t6 lost after fe^airo in 41 B. 

9. A remedies several such errors of BDEF. — Three of the 
errors pervading all the codices except A are of the same nature, 
viz. pi) lost in 22A, «' lost in 23B, r& lost in 25E. A more serious 
fault of the kind is the loss in BD of & ircu after olpu in 28C, a 
fault which Schanz absurdly stereotypes in his text. In 28D the 
converse vice is seen in the wrong insertion in BDF of f) after 
ragi). Both of these last two errors are corrected in Arm. and A, 
and EF also add & nal, but E alone is free from %. 

10. Purity of the Armenian text as compared with A. — As 
being free from so many errors contracted by its collateral or 
direct descendant A, the text reflected in the Armenian must be 
regarded as in order of derivation long anterior to A, itself a 
codex of the Xllth century. The latter remedies several vices 
exhibited in all the other* Greek codices, including BD which, 
according to Schanz, embody the best tradition of text. We 
need not be surprised if we find that the Armenian discovers and 
remedies many more faults present in all our Greek codices, not 
even excepting B. 

11. Collation of Arm. with the text of Schanz. — To this Version 
we must now turn, and the following is a collation of it with 
Schanz's text. 

*PlatO, Apol. 17B. Schanz reads 6p.o\oyolrjv av t-ywye 011 Kara 
rovrovs €ivai pqrap. ovroi fxiv ov"v QiOTrep eya> Xc-yo), fj ri t) ovdev dXrjdes 

dpj]K.ao-iv. These words are not what one would expect in the 
context. "Many as were my accusers' falsehoods, there was one 
which quite amazed me — I mean when they told you to be on 
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your guard, lest you should be deceived by my eloquence. To 
use such language, when they were sure to be detected as soon 
as I opened my lips and displayed my utter incapacity as a 
speaker, did certainly appear to me most shameless — unless 
indeed these accusers call one who speaks the truth eloquent. 
For if they say that, then I will admit that I am eloquent. But 
in how different a way from theirs. Well, as I was saying, they 
have hardly uttered a word, or not more than a word, of truth." 

Muretus (var. lect. 3, 16) would have removed o£ from the text, 
so that the sense should be : " then I am prepared to allow that I 
am an orator in their sense." Yet the sense " I will allow that I 
am — in contrast with them (or 'not as they are') — an orator" may 
stand, if instead of oSrot ph olv there followed oSroi piv yap ; the 
reason being so given for the introduction in the former sentence 
of the aside o£ Kara tovtovs. a and Arm. read yap for odv here, and 
they must be right. 

1 8 A. A and Arm. have the order tov vovv tovtm instead of Toiry 

TOV VOVV. 

l8D 01 8c Kai avTol ireir(HTp.ivoi oXXovr iteiSovres. A and Arm. add 

Kai before SKXovs ; Arm. also omits Kai before alroL. 

l8B Kai nrdXat, TroXXa 17S17 ?t?j, Kai oibev dXij&s Xeyovres. The Arm. 
mistakes err] for trt and renders (cat jrdXai Kai 1781; en, iroXka Kai ovdev 

dX., which seems a mere bungle. 

*i8D. The Arm. has n-Xi}>/ « ^ m KafiaSionoids, with F. 

*l8D ovTOt jrdvTes airopaTaroi]. A Arm. have iravrav for ndvTCS, 

which Wohlrab adopts. Ast conjectured ndvrav. 

19D Kai £k Toirmv yvwoeo-de ort roiavr iarlv Kai rSXXa irepl ifiav a 01 

n-oXXoi \iyovtnv. Schanz notes, apparently against rSXXa, as follows : 
noXKa B, sed TaXXa supra versum add. b ; t5XX' & rrepl e'p.ov ol Cobet 
mnemos., vol. 9 (i860), p. 361. A and Arm. show raXXa. 

*2oE ttjs yap ep.ris €t 8r) t'is io~Tlv o~o(f>ia Kai ola, paprvpa lp.lv TTapi^opai], 
Arm. =: Trjs yap ip-rjs, (I hrj xi ecrTtv, crofpias pdprvpa v. jr., and OmitS Kai 

ow. Perhaps this is the true reading, though found in no Greek 
codex. In A the -is of tb is over an erasure. 

*2iB o-Ktyao-6c 8e]. The Arm. has 817, read in E and first hand 
of B, though not in A. 

21B. Both A and the Version have the order eVpaTrd/xijc roiavrtiv 

riva. 

21C. The Arm. and A have a common lacuna, omitting Kanena 
. . . eir) 8' oil. It is of course due to the similar ending elvai 8' oC of 
the preceding clause. 
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2lE 5/ia>s hi avnyKalov e'Soxei ehmi to tov 6tov nep\ TrXeiVrou noietadai' 
heov ovv okottovvti tov xprjapov, ri Xf'yei. SchanZ notes : ireov BD : xat 

iVvaj E, in ras. F, supra versum add. d. The Arm. translator 
seems to have read Iriov oZv ehoxa elvai o-kottovvti, which may 
account for the impossible variant ko\ Uvai. 

*22A tva pot Kai dviXeynTos fj pavrtia yivotro. This is Wohlrab's 

recension of Hermann's text and is found in BDEF. This text 
Stallbaum allows as indicative of the supreme irony of Sokrates, 
who declares that the upshot of all his labours was "only to find 
at last the oracle irrefutable" (Jowett). 

Hermann, Voss and others have variously emended the text, 
the former conjecturing tva pot k&v iXeyKTos, the latter tva ipoiy av 
iXfynTos. Vahlen and Schanz adopted a reading given in a note 
by Stephanus: tva pi) poi ko\ aWXeyxror. In 1890 I pointed out in 
the English Classical Review for Oct. 1889, that the Armenian 
Version confirmed Stephanus' conjecture. But more recently I 
found that A reads tva pot pi) dWAeyio-o?. The Armenian has tva pi) 

fx.01 aviX. 

*22B iv oXlya roCro]. Arm. = i v ok. tovtc? 'in this brief space.' 
SoF. 

*22C Kai Spa rjadoprjv avTtov hia ttjv 7rott)o-iv olopivav Kai TaWa o-oaSaraTav 
dvai dv6pa>na>v a ovk r/arav. Stallbaum notes a ovk rjaav, SC aorpoi. 

Prof. Gildersleeve conjectures that jjaav should be read, comparing 
yari in Dem. 49, 46. But the reading iJKovo-av for rjo-av, which is 
evidenced by A, by F and by the Armenian, is far neater. " I felt 
too that, because they were poets, they considered themselves to 
be very wise men in regard to all other matters also, in regard 
to which they had not even the reputation of being wise." 

*22D. The Armenian has the true reading dwiKpvxTev given in 
A and E. 

*23B &o-nep av „.«* etnoi on. Schanz notes thus : el add. Steph- 
anus: om. BDEF. Both A and the Armenian, however, add «; 
so Stephanus may have added it from some codex. 

23B teal iirt&av pot p.!) 8okj]. Here A and Arm. omit pi) after pot, 
owing to the similarity of sound. 

23C i>s 2«Kf>dT>;r Tis eVi]. Perhaps Arm. = i>s 2. io-rl r«r, with F. 

*23D ti irouov (eai Ti 8«8ao"Ka>»']. The Arm. = o irt tt. r) Kai o Tl 8., 

which is better. The H may have been lost after N. 

*23D irpoo~7roioipevoi piv elhe'vai, €i86tcs Si oihiv}. So BDEFA. 

The Arm. = ■npoo-n. piv elSivat ti, elbotes hi oiSiv, which may be right, 
as Heindorf had already conjectured piv ™ instead of piv. But 
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the risk of paraphrase in a version must be discounted in such a 
case. 

*24A xat rot ofSa <r\(bhv on Tois ovToir dtttx6dvopai\. rots avrois IS 

very harsh, and Heindorf conjectured tovtois avrocs. The Arm. 
implies airols tovtuis, no doubt rightly. 

*24B 7rep< piv oSv &v 01 jrpSroi pov Karrjyopot Karrfynpovv avTrj c<it\v Uavr) 
cmoXoyia npbs ipai\. ' ianv BD, eo-ra> EFb, at vide N. C, p. l6l.' 

Yet fo-T<o is obviously the true reading and is read in A and implied 
by the Version. 

24B e X « *«' ""<»* #*«]• ,s>l8e B : 5Sf DEF : 8 ' ?oSt ' nas Hirschig.' 
The Arm. = 'quomodo est isto modo,' as if the translator had 
perhaps read ?x«i 8e n&s; &8e. 

24C to n(i> is?) cyic\rifia toiovtov i<mv\. The Arm. omits io-Tiv and 
= 'sedigitur crimen tale aliquid.' Hirschig conjectured tolovtov 
«; but the Armenian idiom would permit of the addition, so we 
cannot say with certainty that n stood in the translator's Greek. 

24D ifii cladyas %els* tovtovoi Kal Karrjyopf ct ] . Here fir toutouo-i IS 

a conjecture of Cobet's var. lect., p. 299: rovroio-l is read in 
BDEFa. The Arm. = 'me inducis apud hos (or ad hos) et 
accusas,' seems to confirm Cobet's conjecture. For it would 
hardly so render rovrotoi; to which the Armenian dative would 
correspond, rather than the accusative with prepos tion which it 
uses. Though the translator hardly ever uses a paraphrase, yet 
he might do so here in order to make sense of tovtoio-1. And the 
preposition used = npos or napa rather than tit. 

*25C aacpas dirotpaivat]. The Arm. transposes dirocp. oa(f>., with 

Fa. 

25C ?rt Se rjp.lv €iir«]. A has eiVe r]piv. Arm. has the same order, 

but ipol for r)plv. 

*25E 01 8e dyadol, dya6ov~\. E adds n after Ayadov, 'quod recepit 
Hirschig.' The Arm. also has ayadov n, and as it stands in a 
Greek codex, we may safely assume that the translator had it in 
his Greek text. 

26A iravo-opai ov ye Sxav jtoiw]. Here ov is a conjecture for 6 read 
in BDEFa. The Armenian's reading is ambiguous, but he 
probably read 6. His version literally = 'cesso ad quodcunque 
facio quidem a malo invitus.' A simple way of restoring the 
Greek would be iraio-opat, 5 ye axav nouov 'I will stop, I the anyhow 
unwilling agent.' 

*26 A toOto ph- 8q\ov t]&rj «mV]. Schanz notes : ' 17817 io-riv in folio 
rescripto om. B.' Fa and Arm. have 1J87 SiJXoV io-rw. 
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26E OVTOXTL <TOl &OKO) OV&£Va VOflifaj. SO BD J F haS VOfllfav, Edf 

voiiiCftv. Arm. adds <»r before voplfa, with Cod. Laurent, plut. 85, 17. 

*27A atviypa £vvri8ivri Siairetpupefa]. So BDF ; tj Stair. E. But 

A and Arm. have Kal 81077., which seems better. 

27A ovros yap epol (paiverai rot ivavrla Xe'yetj' avros cavT& iv ttj ypacprj, 
aairep av el eijrot]. The Arm. has ovtcos yap . . . Xeyav k. t. X. Thus 

ovtcos anticipated &anep — a distinct improvement, \eyav is read in 
F. The « before etnoi is omitted in BD by first hand and added 
above line by bd. A and Arm. add it. 

27A S> avopes~\. The Arm. adds 'Adrjvaiot. 

27D eirddrjirep ye]. Arm. perhaps had el for ye and read this 
clause with what follows. A has ko.1 for ye. 

27D ris ai> avBpairwv Beav piv Traidas fjyoiTO eivat]. AArm. on. hv, 

with BD. The Arm. = 'quis hominum deorum pueros putat 
esse.' Yet it is not safe to infer that the translator read fiyelrat, 
especially as A has rjyoiTo. 

27E 'AXX a> MiXrjre ovk eanv oiras av \ravTa\ ov^t diroireipapepos f/pav 

iypa-^ra tIjv ypafyv Tairrjv]. In the above EFb read av and BD ot. 
A has av. The Armenian seems to have read av ov, for it — ' Sed, 
O Melite, non est quomodo tu non haec sine tentatione adversus 
nos scripsisti scriptum hoc.' 

28A a drj iroWovs Kal aWovs Kal dya6ovs av8pas Jlp^Kev}. So ^Volll- 

rab reads, following BDEFa. Schanz, following Hirschig's con- 
jecture, prints a Si? ttoWovs koXovs Kai ay. a. y. Cobet, var. lect., p. 
300 ; mnemos., vol. II (1862), p. 437, conjectured Kal aWovs dyaSois. 
By a simple transposition the Arm. gives the true reading: a &) 
Km aXXous ttoXXow Kal dy. a. rj. Schanz's remedy is too violent. 

*28B dXX ovk eKelvo povov aKonelv, orav irpaTTt), norepa SiKaia rj adiKa 

irpaTTei]. Here orav npanr) is bald, and Forster conjectured on &v 
irpdTTt) 'probante Heindorfio.' The Arm. and A have kept the 
true reading orav irpdrT-tj n. In BDEF the « has dropped out, owing 
to the -777 which preceded it. It must be allowed, however, that 
or' &v of A may be the right reading, omitting « which the same 
MS adds. 

*28C el Tifimprjaeis]. The Arm. has 2> nal, el np.. So EFa Euse- 
bius, and '& no! add. supra versum d, in marg. b.' Wohlrab 
includes & nai in his text. They clearly dropped out of BD, 
owing to similarity with otpai, which precedes. To exclude it 
from his text, as Schanz does, is mere superstition. 

28C 6 Se ravra aKovaas']. The Arm. perhaps had toOto, with E. 
The other codd. BDFa have ravra. 
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28D ovtco yap ?*" . . . tiJ aXijfci'a]. The Arm. perhaps involves 
17 aXj'faia for the dative. 

*28D ra^n r)yr)<rd l i(vos']. So EAArm. and the excerpts in Theo- 
doret., Eusebius, Stobaeus, Antoninus. But BDF read rd^ i) fry., 
' sed f) punctis notavit b.' This rj seems really to belong before 
dXljdeta, whence, having strayed, it was replaced by rrj in the 
codices. 

*2oA olopwos a-ocf>6s Jvai oIk <5c]. The Arm. renders ovk &v as if 
ayvoav, and this, if account be taken of what follows in the context, 
will be seen to be the true reading, though all the Greek codices 
have lost it. The translator could never have provided so clever 
a substitute. 

*2C;A, B Kai tovto tt5>s ovk dpaBia nvrt] fj enovti&ioTos, rj tov oieadaij. 

So all the Greek MSS and Stobaeus. Yet it is clear that both 
rovro and avrr] 17 are not wanted in the text. For ko\ tovto -na>s 
Eusebius read Kai toi was; 'unde exsculpserit aliquis Kai toi tovto 
ttSis,' says Heindorf. The Armenian had not axnrj S) in his text, or 
at any rate does not render it. 

*2qD avhpzs 'Adrjvatoi]. So BDa ; EFArm. and Eusebius read 

2> av. Ad. 

*3oA fiaWov de tois ao-Toir]. The Arm. adds vfiiv after fiaXXoc S«. 
Just below it omits vp.lv after iya oiopai ov&iv txo>. In our Greek 
MSS vpXv has got from its right place (which it occupies in the 
Armenian) into the margin, and has strayed back into a wrong 
place after ovhiv na. 

*3oB \£yav oti]. EFAArm., Cobet; om. on BD. 

*3oB. The Arm. also reads & avSpes 'Adtjv. with E alone of the 
codices. 

*3oB Kai rj aoiifT€ fj pr) a(f>Ure']. The second acpUre is a gloss, as 
Hirschig saw. E and Arm. reject it. BDF retain it. A reads 
ko\ rj a<f>Lere i) dcpim, by a dittology. It is probable therefore that 
in the Armenian and E we have the text of the archetype of A. 

30C avSpes ' Adrjvaloi]. The Arm. prefixes S>, with E. 

30C pe\\a> ydp ovv arra vpiv rpciv]. So BDF. A and Arm. Omit 
ovv. Also E has otto ipdv vpiv, while A has vplv arra ipelv. The 

Arm. omits vplv, of which the position thus oscillates in the Greek 
texts. Clearly vplv in some ancient copy got into the margin, and 
the Arm. was made from a text into which it had not yet made its 
way back. I prefer, on the whole, the collocation of A. 

*3oD dXAa jroXii pdWov iroielv a]. The Arm. adds rii before noielv, 
and is probably right, for to might easily drop out before no. 
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*3lA ei firj riva tiXkov 6 debs vpiv iitiirift^titr Kijftti/Kxoy vfio>i>]. ' vpav 

spurium putavit Ludwig.' The Arm. actually omits vpav. In 
this passage vpiv oscillates in the MSS in its position ; BDF have 
6 8ebs vpiv and E vfi. 6 8. This may explain the wrong insertion of 
ipSiv, which was added to some text from which vpiv had dropped out. 

3lB elx(» av riva \6yov]. So Eb ; d^ou BDFa. ' ei\ev probavit 

Wex in Fleckeis. Annal., vol. 73 (1856), p. 670.' I believe the 
Armenian read eTx fv < f° r ^ = 'habet,' and renders av faithfully. 

*3lC |u/ti|3ouXer<o irepuav Kal iroKviipaypavwv]. So Schanz, following 

E alone. Wohlrab rightly prints irokvirpaypova, which is attested 
by BDFAArm. 

*32A pq ineiKav be ap' av Kal airoKoiprjv]. This is Wohlrab's 

reading, taken from Stephanus, and it is attested by the Arme- 
nian. Schanz prefers be Spa ano\. simply. The MSS differ. 

BDA have apa Kal apa av ; a\\a Kal ap' av F J Spa Kal E, which is 

nearest to the Armenian and true reading. 

32B e'P<,v\eo-8e BDFA; f/SovXeuowtfe EArm. 

*32B rjvavrmdrtv prjbev jro«ix]. So BD; but EFAdArm. have i)v. 
v/xtv prjSiv, which is better and is read by Wohlrab. 

*32C eiraSri be o\iya PX la iye'piTo']. So all Greek MSS; Heindorf 
conjectured jj before 6\tyapxia, and to it the Version testifies. 

*33B <iXX' opnlais Kal Trkovolqi Kal ne'vr/Tl ffaptxa epavrbv e'patrav, Kal eav 

rir jSouAijrm anoieiv tov av Xf'ym]. Here Kal before e'av breaks the run 
of the sentence and is superfluous. BDEF have it. A and the 
Arm. rightly omit it. The Arm. also omits, with E, the Kal after 

opoias. 

33C eari yap ovk avals']. So BDFE ; but A has ecrrt be ovk a. and 
Arm. eari by ovk a. 

*33C Kal wavrl Tpoirco, KTrep rls rrore Kal oXXij 8eia poipa avSpana Kal 

otwvv npoaeTnge npuTTdv]. The Arm. = ' et omni modo quocunque 
quondam alii cuivis homini divino sorte quodviscunque impera- 
tum est agere.' In the Classical Review for October, 1889, I 
conjectured from this that £irep nvi tvot* Kal <iXXa> should be read, 

and then Beta poipa . . . TrpoaeraxBr] for Beta poipa irpoaeTage. The first 

half of my conjecture is practically established by A, which reads 
Znip ns Trwn-ore kq! <"XX<» 8. p.. avdpuna. The other half of my con- 
jecture, though unnecessary, is yet seen to be very probable, if we 
compare the words which precede e'pol be tovto . . . Trpoo-re'raKTat 
Irrb toO deov. Plato is very fond of the dative use Beia poipa. 
viwore, read in Fa and preferred by Hirschig, may perhaps 
underlie the Armenian text also. 
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33D vvv iienvrjaOai [(cm Tipapeia c?fu]- The Arm. = 'nunc scisci- 

tantes ut hi recordantes puniant me.' As if the sense of the 
context were this : " But if the older men were not willing them- 
selves to prefer an accusation against me, then some of the kins- 
men of the young men in question, their fathers and brothers or 
other relatives, should now be enquiring if their kinsmen had 
suffered any harm at my hands ; in order that, if so, the jury may 
remember it and punish me." Whether this be de suo on the 
translator's part or no, it certainly gives point to the words m\ 
TifimpuvOai, which all the editors bracket and Bekker and Stall- 
baum omit; although BDEFAArm. retain them. Only inferior 
MSS omit k<u rt/xap., and their retention in all the best MSS is a 
hint that something has dropped out of the context which made 
them appropriate. 

33D ouj f'yca opw]. ? Arm. = ots Kaya> 6pS>. 

*33E i'n 8' 'AvTtcp&v. EArm. 

33E aXXoi ToLvvv oStoi &»]. Here roiW is awkward and Heindorf 
conjectured aXXoi re ivravBoi. The Armenian corrects the passage 
more simply : 'aliique nunc illorum quorum' = aXXoi t« vvv &v. F 
omits ovtoi. 

*33E ecofondov]. So F; fcofaridov BD; 6 deooSorlSov E, 'sed 
articulum necessarium esse recte negavit H. Sauppe Mus. 
Rhenan., vol. 4 (1846), p. 138." In 1891 I conjectured in the 
Classical Review that t? 6 ZmriSov was read here in the Armenian 
translator's Greek text, and that is actually the reading of A. 
The Attic inscription 944, which in a list of names gives UtKoo-Tparos 
tfeofon'Sou, leaves no doubt but that the reading of F is right. It 
is equally certain that re preserved in the Arm. and A has, by 
confusion with dto- which followed, dropped out of the codices, 
and that the text originally ran NiKoorpaTo'y re 6 0eo£oTi8ov. The 
spelling of Arm. and A errs in common with BD. Immediately 
below the error irapabos pervades BDFAArm. The codex E is 
alone free from it. Certainly, as Sauppe says, the article before 
&o<Vi'8ou might be omitted, but it is not likely to have been, since 
it is twice used in the context. The re, of course, is answered by 

Kai TrdpaXos o8e. 

33E wore ouk av (Ketvos ye airov KaradeqdeiJ}]. The Arm. adds vnep 

ip.ov, whether or no de suo I cannot say. Stallbaum notes : 
'sensus hie est: non potest Theodotus Nicostratum fratrem 
rogare, ne me accuset et contra me tesietur.' 

33E napaKos]. So Schanz, following E ; but BDFAArm. ut uid. 

ndpa&os. 
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34 A. After 'ABdpavros Arm. adds r«, which is wanted. 
*34A e'yu) €x<° fy*'" «'"■«"]■ 'fyi* m ras - B'; Arm. omits, and the 
Greek is better without it. 

34A & (petal MeXrjTos (cat "Kvvtos]. The Arm. perhaps = MeXtjros 

Tf KOt Al». 

34B £vvi<ra<ri DEbA ; gwiam BF. The Arm. = 'intellexerunt 
falsitatem Meliti et meam ueritatem,' which probably implies 

£vvlao~l. 

35" ravra yap, & SvSpes Adtjvaloi, ovt( f/pas \pr) jroieiej. The Arm. 

rather implies yovv, read by f instead of yap. In place of fjpas, 
read in Arm. A and conjectured by Forster, the codices BDF and 
perhaps E have the corruption ipas. 

35-D pr) oiv agiovre p(, S> avdpes Adrjvatoi, roiavra 8(tv npbs ipas nparrav 
a ptjT( rjyovpat KaXa aval prjT( dUaia prjre oaia, aXX<os re pJvrot vr) Ala 
[iravras] (tot aarfjidas (ptvyovra inb M(Xt]Tov tovtovi]. So BDF. The 

general sense must be of course this. Socrates deprecates the 
jury's expecting him to stoop to any unjust or impious trick ; 
especially in a trial like this, in which he is defending himself 
from a charge of impiety. Schanz brackets jravrms, which is 
impossible where it stands. E reads paXio-ra navras vr) Am pevroi. 

Bekker would read aXA<os t( navrais vr) Ala paXiorra pevrot. A has the 

same text as BDF, except that it has, with E, npds npas for npbs 
vpas and then <pdyovras for cpevyovra. The Arm. = ' Ne igitur 
dignum facite me, o homines Athenenses, talia necesse esse agere 
apud vos, quae non aestimo bona esse neque iusta, neque pia, ne 
aliter quidem, per Aramasdum, ideo omnino de impietate fugien- 
tem a melito isto.' The Arm. probably had the same reading as 
BDF and A : aXXas t« pevroi vr) A/a mipras xal. Surely a small 

change of Order, aXXas T( vrj Aia, niivrms pivroi <a\ arrtftclas, gives an 

excellent sense and is a less violent expedient than that of 
rejecting navras, to which all the sources testify. 

*36B oix rjcrvxiav rjyov, aXX' ap(Xr)cras &V7rep oi 770AA01, xp1P aTlo ~l lo i re 
Kai oUovoplas]. 'Ad hvirep SUpplent impeXovvrai, cuiusmodi ellipseOS 

sibi quidem nondum aliud exemplum occurrisse ait Heindorf in 
prooemio editionis suae p. xxi ; fortasse hvnep oix °' foXAoi scriben- 
dum." So Schanz, and the Armenian adds the oi, so verifying 
his conjecture. It = 'quietem non ferens, sed remissior factus ad 
ea ad quae et multi non,"ad opesque et rem domesticam.' There- 
fore restore thus : hvirep ol noXXol oixi, xpni J - aTla 'l JLoi - A scribe would 
easily lapse from iioaaoioyxixphm into nOAAOiXPHM. 

*36C (Is TaiiT I6vra\. So EAArm.J (Is tovt ovra BFd 1 . 
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*36C evravda pep oilK 17 a, 01 eX6a>p prjre vfiiv prjre epavra epeWop prjbev 
SqbeXos elvai, en\ de to Iblq eKacrrop [iin] evepyereip rr)p peyicrrrfv evepyeiriap, 

i>s iyi> <pnni, ivravBa jja]. Here Schanz brackets lav. The Arm. = 
'. . . Sed separatim ad singulos accedens benefaciens maximam 
beneficientiam ..." It is clear that he read evepyerav for eiepyereTv. 
Most of the errors in the Clarkian Plato, as Badham showed, 
have arisen from a wrongly-read compendium. Can the compen- 
dium for -S>v have been here mistaken for -e'iv ? 

*36D el §ei ye . . . Tifiaadai], The Arm. involves the infin. Ttpd- 
<t8m, for which BEFd*A have npaaBe. For 8«, adopted from 
Bekker's text, BFd 1 have 8e and E Sr). The Armenian omits it, so 
that TtjuSo-flai hangs in the air. His Greek MS must have 
contained a rasura of del. 

36D Seoptva ayetv o~xo\r)v em T17 vperepq TrapaKekevo «J. The Arm. 

has 7rapn<TK(vrj 'at your expense,' a curious and interesting variant 
found in no Greek MS. 

*37A a 'aQtjvuoi]. BFd'A ; & avopes 'a6. EArm. 

37^- The Arm. = its agio's dpi tovtov tou kokov. 
37 D ko v M^f tovtovs aire\avv<0 . . . iav he juij a7T€Xavra)J. I he Arm. 

renders mrzkaiva as if it were tovtois clkoKov65>; . . . pr) aKoXovBa — a 
curious variant, if it really stood in his Greek text. But I suspect 
he merely misunderstood what was before him. 

*38B laws av bvpaipr/v eKTiaai vplp ppap apyvpiovj. The Arm. implies 
piap pvap. 

*38D toi* idiKup Xeyctv]. The Arm. adds pr) after toO, with Eb. 

*39A to ye cmodaveip ap Ttf eK<f>vyoi]. So BDF ; DAArm. add pool" 

before av. One codex of Stobaeus omits paov in excerpting the 
passage ; the rest have it, and it should certainly stand. 

39D pr) tovs a\\ovs KoXoueiv]. Arm. = KwXveiv \ A has KwXoveip. 
4^G peTOLKrjais T7 V™Xff \J°v tottov tovJ epdepde els aWop tottoi*]. 

Schanz brackets the words tov towov toO, which are omitted in one 
codex of Theodoret. The Arm. = 'transmigratio rij animae e 
loco hocce in alium locum,' as if it had omitted ipBipbe and read 
toC toVou toutou. The half of toutou may have dropped out and 
ivdhbe have been added from 40E (ivdevbe els aWov toVov) to supple- 
ment the toO left hanging in the text, awo or e< still seems to be 
wanted after peToUr/o-is, unless pera^oXrj preceding enables the sense 
to dispense therewith. 

*4oE otpai av pr) on Ibiwrrjv Tivd t d\\a top peyav (3aai\e'a evapi6pr)70vs 
av evpetv avrov ravras npos ras aKXas rjpepas Kai vvKTas]. Here avrov 

inclusit Hirschig. The Arm. omits it, so it was not in his Greek 
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text. As a matter of fact, the alrov is wanted in the next clause, 
where the Greek MSS have lost it. « olv toCovtov S Bavaros ioriv, 
KepSos ?yejy« Xeym. Yet it is not the fact of death being toiovtov, but 
death itself that Socrates reckoned to be Kf'pSos or gain. Here 
the Armenian inserts airov after nepSos, and so brings out what 
Socrates wished really to say: 'Si igitur talis est 17 mors, lucrum 
earn equidem dico.' Thus the history of the Greek text, not 
only as we find it in our MSS, but also in the excerpts of Stobaeus 
and Eusebius, is clear, avrov, which in the Armenian's Greek 
stood after Kipbos, where it belongs, got into the margin and was 
put back in the preceding clause after tlpdv, where it is not 
wanted. A better proof of the extreme antiquity of the Greek 
text represented by the Armenian we could not have, and it 
explains also how in the preceding section the Armenian may be 
free from the gloss iv6i»ht, which is already in the texts of 
Theodoret, Eusebius and Stobaeus. The Armenian also reads 
dXXa koi tok ptyav $am\ia, which greatly improves the text. 

41 A apa <pai\r) uv tit) 17 ajroSijfu'a]. By a slip <f>avXrj is rendered as 
if <f,tXq. 

41B i^Tu^avra re xal ipfwavra is read in the Arm. The Greek 
MSS omit t«. 

*4 1 B tIs 8q avT&v <ro$>6s ecrnv Kal ris oUrai pev, forty S ovj. S17 IS a 

conjecture of Schanz. The MSS BDFa have ™ av, for which 
Stallbaum conjectured dp'. E and the Armenian read tU simply, 
and that is probably what should be read. 

*4 1 B eVi ffou-o) 8' "w us, . . . 8i£aiTo <?£era:o-ai]. The Arm. involves 
oV£<uto to f£(T<ioai, which must be right. 

41 D aW oh'ipevoi flXaTrreiv' tovto ainois n^iov pep<f>«rdai]. Ed have 

fiXanTtiv ti, which may possibly underlie the Armenian. 

12. Relation of the sources to each other. B D from one source 
only. — In conclusion let us try to fix the relations to one another 
of Schanz's four MSS and of A and the Version. First as regards 
BD. These have a common lacuna: pddrjpa namore in 33B ; also 

Common vices : Uavlos eircl 8( 'iKavas e'mSeUvvcrai in 25C, «|fcor for 

€'£fTao-«a>s in 22E. The orthography of both has been adjusted 
by the same standard, and that an almost artificial one. In D 
some of the more glaring errors which stood in the tradition 
have been corrected, e. g. for gvviao-tv of B we get in D gwiaaaiv 
in 34B. Thus B is less sophisticated than D, but as regards 
critical value they form a single source. 

13. Use of Arm., in discharging the impurities of A. — A and 
Armenian, though connected by a common lacuna at 21C and by 
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the peculiar errors re 6 fam'Sou in 33E, aXXrjv nvd for aXXqi/ noWfjv in 
19C, 11.01 for juot /i!) in 23B, are yet more loosely allied than BD. 
They have both descended from one archetype, of which the 
Armenian is much the purer representative, A having been con- 
taminated in its descent therefrom. Such later contaminations 
we have in 17A, where dew is shared with E, in 22E \v<Tire\ei 
shared with F, Spa ndi 5p' av in 32A shared with BD, napavopav 
with E in 32B, npbs t]pas for npbs fyS? with E in 35C. These and 
many other errors of A are absent from the Armenian, a fact 
which proves them to be alien to the real tradition of A. 

14. Yet some good readings in A are not attested by Arm. — 
There remain a few readings of A which most editors would 
accept as certain, but which are not attested by the Armenian. 
Such is the omission of W before «£«>? in 36B. In adding ri here 
the Armenian has the support of BDEF, so that its omission in 
A must be a happy accident. It is difficult so to explain n-dXat ko\ 
vvv in 23E. ko\ is in BDEF, ml vvv in d and refingens b. The 
Arm. has neither, owing, I suspect, to an accidental omission, due 
to joyj = <r(t>6dpa following evjayjm = ko.\ vvv. 

15. F contaminated from E. — A third group of two texts only 
which, judged by Schanz's criterion, i. e. by BD alone, have 
many common vices, are EF. Unless, however, we assume that 
BD are necessarily right, we only get three errors peculiar to this 

group, viz. I9D <rV tovtov for in roiraiv, 25E ShXav for nKKov, 28B 

■tturtpov for iroTtpa. The common orthography of these two 
codices is shared by A, and is certainly not of necessity wrong 
because B follows another system. The small residue of unde- 
niably erroneous readings common to E and F may be accounted 
for as the result of contamination. 

16. Problems arising out 0/ E. — The problems suggested by 
E are not at all simple. I suspect that some of the difficulties 
inherent in all the other sources have been simply got rid of by 
omission in E, e. g. piaWov in 18B, av before air&v in 41B, where, 
however, the Armenian seems also to omit it. So in 39D E has 
olopevot, with the Armenian, where DF add pe, A adds ye, while B 
has erased two letters. In such cases there was probably a 
rasura in the Greek text used by the Armenian. In some few 
cases E alone has preserved the true reading, e. g. £wiowi in 34B, 
rra'paXos in 33E, where all our other sources have mipaSos. It is 
just these few cases where E alone is right that are difficult to 
explain. It is more full of errors than any other source, not 
excepting the unintelligently transcribed A. 
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17. Different archetypes delimited by groups of common vices. 
— The common vices affecting different groups of our MSS enable 
us to distinguish several stages or archetypes of the text. 

(i) Archetype of B D EF&Arm. — First there are common vices 
of BDEFAArm. These are— 

20B « <bs d\r)6i>s e^ot, where Schanz and others read e^". 

31B iitvroi n, where Wohlrab and Schanz adopt Cobet's conjec- 
ture, fiuv rt. 

23A tovtov, where they adopt F. A. Wolf's conjecture, rom' ot. 

18B naWov. which Wohlrab simply omits, with E, while Schanz 
writes p.d top. 

18C 01' omitted after 'A&V a < 01 and added by Heindorf. (Ficino 
may have here read oi, for he reads : " Hi profecto, o viri Atheni- 
enses, qui hunc de me rumorem divulgaverunt") 

31 D arifidadiv for dri/iaxTfUV. 

If all or even some only of these readings be vices, then we 
must suppose a common archetype of all these texts in which 
these vices coexisted and by reason of their common descent, 
from which BDEFAArm. exhibit in common this group of errors. 
Let us call this archetype y. 

(ii) Archetype of BDEF— The following vices beset BDEF : 

I9D 7rdvT€s for iravrav. 

22A fifj omitted after pot. 
23B « omitted before mroi. 
25E to omitted after roOro. 
28B ti omitted after sparry. 

35B ir/xay for rj/jids, 

Let us call the archetype which combined these vices ij. Then 
AArm., which have not got these vices, are not descended from 
this archetype j). 

(iii) Archetype of BDF. — The following vices beset BDF, but 
not EAArm.: 

28D Td£t) + r) (Theodoret, Eusebius, Stobaeus, Antoninus have 
not i)). 

22D drroKpiirreiv or dnonpintTei for direKpvrrTev (Ficino : obfuscabaf). 

30B + dcpUre. 

36C ravr Sura for ravr lovra. 

39A paov omitted. 

23E avvTeTap.has for <rvvrcTayp.cva>s (read by Wohlrab. Ficino t 
expositd). 

Therefore BDF flowed from a common archetype, which let us 
call e. 
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18. Resulting genealogy of the sources. — Let us further sym- 
bolise the archetype of BD by the symbol p and that of AArm. 
by ;r. Then the following diagram illustrates to the eye the 
genetic relations of our six sources. 

PLATO 



* 



(=BDEFAAirn.) 



77 (=BDEF) 



ARM. 
C.I00O A.D 




A (sett. xii ) 



secl.xu 



In the above diagram the Greek letters denote archetypes of 
the various MSS. Continuous lines denote real descent, the 
dotted ones are lines of contamination of A by other inferior 
families ; for A shares many corruptions with EF and p from 
which the Armenian is free, and which therefore were not in its 
archetype ?r. 

19. Canons inferred for the right editing of the text of the 
Apology. — If this family-tree of our six sources be correct — and 
I do not see how it can be impugned — then there follow conclu- 
sions of some importance for the proper editing of the text of the 
Apology. 

1. Any reading which, as being common to Arm. and A, is 
proved to have stood in n, and which also stands in any of the 
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descendants of ij — namely, in EFD or B — must be accepted ; for 
it must then have also stood in that archetype y which is our 
ultimate authority for the text. 

2. A reading which only occurs in n- and not in any descendant 
of 17 must be judged of on its merits; for w has as much authority 
as ij — that is, as BDEF put together. 

20. These canons tested and shown to be sound in regard to (i) 
common readings of EFAArm.; (ii) common readings of Ft^Arm. 
— Acute questions at once arise, if the first of these canons be true ; 
for a whole series of readings attested by EFAArm., but rejected 
by Schanz and others as alien to BD, must be accepted, and the 
rival readings be set down as accidents of p. Let us enumerate 
these readings. 

(i) Common readings of EFAArm. — 18C aKoiovrts against okov- 
vavrts of BD. Here BD is plainly wrong, and Wohlrab prints 
anovovres, which Ficino also read: 'qui nam haec audiunt.' 

l8C en fie" k<u iv rairrj tij rjXiula \ty orres npos vfias, ip y &v paKiara 
imoTCvcraTC, iraides ovres enot vfiaiv (tat fieipaxia against . . . iraidcs Sires, 

?woi 8* v. ... of BD. Socrates complains that his enemies 
traduced him to those who were of such tender age that they 
were easily worked upon. Now if 8' be read here, the text 
implies that a peipaKiav, or lad of 14-21 years of age, is more easily 
humbugged than a mere child under 14. Plato would never 
have written such nonsense. If 8' is left, then iraiSes and petp&Kia 
must change places in the text. Thus both the sense and the 
evidence is against 8', which is a mere freak of BD. Ficino saw 
this objection and tries to import sense into 8' by rendering: 'ea 
aetate in qua plerique vestrum pueri ac eerie adolescentuli 
perfacile credidistis.' But 8« cannot mean ac eerie. 

24B avrrj i(TTtt> licavri airokoyla against airr) i<n\i> I. air. of BD. The 

8iwp0&>T!)r of B, a manus uetusta, 1 writes <b above -tv, and he usually 
agrees with EFAArm. eo™ is obviously right. 

24C fls ayuvas KadiaTcts av8pi>TT0vs against aya>va of BD. As av8pi>- 

irovs is plural, there would be more than one &yi>v. Cp. Pol. Ill 
413D ayaivas airo'is Beriov and many other passages where the 
plural is used, cited in Ast's Lexicon. However, A has ayava 
here, so the reading of n- is not quite certain. 

•See Wohlrab's Prolegom., p. 39, in his edition of the Apology (Lipsiae, 
1877). In his Prolegom. Wohlrab reckons iariv here among the readings of 
B, 'quae aperte falsa sunt' yet prints it in his text. 
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27D ofLolms yap &y. Here BD omit hv, which d adds and the 
editors adopt. 

27E (T/uKpov voiiv ix oVTa - So irEF and editors. For vovv D reads 
•yoCv, Bd read y oZu vovv. 

25D uirixpivat against airoKpivov. It may be assumed that jt had 
here the same reading as A, though what Greek the Armenian 
had cannot be determined. Wohlrab prints anoicpivai. The Stap- 
Barij! of B writes <u over ou, and there can be no doubt but that 

airOKpivai IS right. 

28C & nal. BD omit. Eusebius read & jr<u and the 8ta>p6an^s 
adds it both in B and D. Yet Schanz heroically leaves it out of 
his text. Wohlrab retains it. 

29D & avSpes against fobpes. Here w is obscured, for Arm. adds 
& and A has it not. However, Eusebius read it, so the Arm. is 
most likely true to jr, whereas A has been contaminated from p. 

30B \(ymv on against \4yav. Here, as Cobet saw, on is wanted 
and Wohlrab prints it. 

32B vp.lv pqSev against pqSep of p. Here Wohlrab prints vpiv, 
which is wanted, though Schanz omits it from his text. 

37C. AEFd 1 have ak\a hq (pvyijs Ti/iij<r<»/jni. Here B has Tl^o-fflftai, 

which Wohlrab and Schanz print, and which is better. The 
Greek of the Version is not certain here ; for though a has 
<po@r)<ropai, yet an Armenian translator would almost certainly 
render the deliberative subjunctive by the future. Thus in all the 
cases in which ir is clear, the reading which it shares with EF is 
to be preferred to that of BD. 

(ii) Common readings of Fb.Arm.—\t is the same with the 
readings of ir+F, among which are these: 

22C & ovk rjKovaav against a ovk ?joav. Here fJKovo-av is the potior 
lectio and rjo-av is an easy corruption of r/ieovo-av. Socrates means 
that the poets, just because they were poets, thought they were 
the wisest of men in all other matters in regard to which they 
had not even the reputation of being wise, much less would they 
be really wise in regard to these things. That went without 
saying, so Plato does not say it. 

25C drrocpalvets <ra<pm. SottF; cra<p. an. BDE. Here BDE may 

as well be wrong as right. 

26A roOro pev r;8i) 8rj\6v tariv irF. DE have the order hrp\ov ^SiJ 

cotiv. But B is not certain, for '17817 eVric in folio rescripto om. B.' 
We may infer that wF is here right. 

18D wXiji/ (I ptj* nt ttF ; w\!jv « ny BDE. Here pi) is more 
idiomatic, and Wohlrab prints it in his critical edition of 1877, 
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and justifies it, p. 42, of his prolegomena. Unless Plato here 
wrote pi), no scribe is likely ever to have put it in de suo. 

30C. jtE add & before avbpes ' k.6r]vaioi, a neutral sort of change. 

21. Risk of the Armenian's being an already contaminated 
text. — In the above I have argued that certain vices found in A 
have not descended to it from n, because the Armenian discharges 
them. The counter-question suggests itself: Had not the Arme- 
nian's Greek text also undergone some contaminations from 
inferior books, and cannot A be used to discharge the vices of the 
Armenian so contracted ? This is a fair question, though any 
answer we may have to make to it will not affect any conclusions 
which we may have based on the agreement of A and Arm.; for 
wherever they do agree, their agreement necessarily reveals to us 
what stood in it. It does, however, affect the authority of the 
Arm. where it differs from A. In such case A may in the abstract 
claim, with as good a right as the Armenian, to represent n. The 
one thing certain is that where they disagree they cannot both of 
them exhibit the reading of n- ; and in such cases perhaps neither 
may, though that is very improbable. 

Let us consider, then, how these two joint representatives of tt 
differ. How they agree we have seen. A more complete answer 
to this question would be given by a comparison with the Arm. 
of the codex Laurent, plut. 85, 17, and Vindobon. n. 89, which 
are closely allied to A, and sometimes exhibit a characteristic 
reading, e. g. 8okS> <ar in 26E, where A has lost it. Here this 
reading must have stood in n. 

22. Examination of the readings in which A and Arm. are 
opposed. — In the following place the Arm. agrees with F against 
BDEa : 

22B €v 6\lyco tovtm against toOto. " I learned then about the 
poets also in this brief experience that" is good enough sense. 

33E omit ovtoi before hv, which is perhaps right. 

The passages in which the Arm. and E have one reading and 
BDFa another are more numerous. 

21 B oKfyavde 817 against 8s. Here the first hand in B wrote 87, 
which should be accepted. 

30B &> avhpts 'Adtjvaloi. Here BDFa omit Svfyes. 

30B 5 a(f>ieT€ !) nr). Here BDF wrongly add &<j>Urc after (if). A is 
hardly opposed to Arm. in this case. 

33E. Perhaps the Arm. read ?t» 8' 'Avri<pS>v in 33E, for it 
renders : ' Iamque hicce Antiphon <5 Kephisieus.' But unless 8' 
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here stood in E, one would never suspect the Version of having 
had it. 

37A S> Sv&pcs 'AdqvaToi. 

38D toO fif) (6t\eiv. Here b as well as E add pr), which Schanz 
omits, but Wohlrab prints. It is more idiomatic and more likely 
to have dropped out of the text than to have been inserted by a 
scribe. 

41D. Add ™ after pKdwrctv Ed. The Armenian 'damnum 
aliquid facere' may be a paraphrase of pxdm-av only; and here 
again, unless two Greek sources added «, one would not have 
suspected it from the Armenian alone. 

32B epovXeiaaade Arm.E. Of this i$oi\ta6t of BDFa is an easy 
corruption; but not so i&ov\cv<ra<r8t of i$ov\t<r6t. Plato uses 
iSouXf ioftai with the infinitive, so there is no reason why the Arm. 
and E should not here preserve the true reading. 

Thus in three out of five cases in which Arm. clearly supports 
E against BDFa, it is certainly right. In two more it cannot be 
proved wrong. 

In one more case, 34B ^nWt, the Armenian shares its error 
with BF. We may be sure that here w read gwivaai, for that is 
read in a. The Armenian has been contaminated from e with an 
error which by its presence in e is proved to be very ancient. 

Where BDEF conflict among themselves, AArm. frequently 
have a third reading, e. g. 27 A BDF have hianeipaplva: E adds ^ 
before it, AArm. add Ka\. There is the same sort of triangular 
duel in 30C, where see the collation of the Arm. So in 37B, 
where Ba have tov, EFd 1 tov, Arm. toCtov tov. Again, in 36D, 
where Bekker rightly reads 8« 'cum libro quodam.' Here, 
where all the better texts conflict and all are wrong, the Arm. 
seems to have had a rasura and translates nothing at all. 

23. Attempted solution of the objections to the above genealogy 
arising out of isolated true readings of E or F. — The only data, 
therefore, of tradition which stand in the way of my attempted 
genealogy of the MSS of the Apology are certain right readings 
in E and F, where BD and w agree in having wrong ones. 

So in 33E vdpaKos. In 18B it omits the crux pdWov. It was so 
much a matter of chance whether A or A was written in 'an early 
Greek MS that the error ndpaSos may quite well have arisen 
independently in tt on the one hand and in « on the other. Or 
the mistake may already have existed in y, and E may be right 
by accident. We hardly need infer, in such a case, that E goes 



324 



AMERICAN JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 



outside the archetype y. In 18B I suspect that E has simply 
shirked a difficulty. 

In one other case my theory of the interrelations of the MSS 
seems to break down; namely, in 33E, where F alone has the 
reading 6(o£otISov, attested by the Attic inscr. No. 944. Here we 
may assume that a diorthotes had written over a, or vice versa 
in the archetype y itself. The following scheme would here 
represent the history of our texts. 

y = T€ 6 0€o£wti8ov 




'■ 6eo£undov 



E = BeooSoriSov 



p — deofaTtftov 



24. The archetype of, BDEF anterior to the age of Eusebins. — 
In my collation of the Armenian I have asterisked those readings 
which, whether or not evidenced by the Greek codices, yet appear 
to me to be right; the more so because they generally involve so 
little change of the text, and also answer to the previous conjec- 
tures of scholars. There is one of these rectifications of the text 
which, if it be right, gives us a time-clue. I allude to 40E. Here 
Eusebius and Stobaeus, along with all our Greek codices of Plato, 
leave out avrov where it should be and insert it where it should 
not. This common error goes far to prove that the text of Plato 
used here by Stobaeus and Eusebius flowed from the archetype i\. 
If the Armenian be right, then it, its archetype, was probably 
right also, and A has been contaminated here. Thus 17 was older 
than Eusebius, as the common parent of so many families might 
be expected to be. As to the age of n no conclusions can be 
drawn from its inclusion in itself of the right reading. Yet it 
must have been a very early copy. Otherwise, how could its 
two descendants have had time to drift so widely apart in many 
of their readings, the one at least as soon as A. D. 1000, the other 
as early as the Xllth century? The links of descent between 
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A and «■ must have been many, and there must have been much 
rubbing of shoulders between them and the descendants of ij 
before the much contaminated text of A could be generated. 
However, the rapidity of the process depends more on the 
number of people who wished to peruse the most popular of 
Plato's works than on anything else; and a thousand people 
copying and reading Plato in the course of ten years would 
generate far more error and confusion in the texts than ten people 
similarly engaged over a period of ten thousand. 

25. General conclusions. — The general conclusions which we 
reach in regard to the text of the Apology are these, and 
probably they apply mutatis mutandis to others of Plato's 
dialogues, certainly to the Euthyphro : — 

1. Too exclusive a value has been set on the Clarkian Codex, 
of which the text is really very one-sided. 

2. More weight should be attached to the other so-called 
inferior texts; and for the first tetralogy and the Gorgias to A in 
particular, which, in spite of its lateness and blunders, is a more 
comprehensively correct text than even B. The MSS Lauren- 
tianae plut. 87, 17, saeculi XIV, and Vindobonensis n. 89, which 
are most closely allied to A, must be collated and their common 
readings carefully weighed. 

I owe my knowledge of these last two congeners of A to 
Wohlrab's valuable prolegomena, of which I had the use in 
writing the last five sections of this essay. Nor must I close 
without expressing my gratitude to Martin Schanz for his critical 
edition. His array of the readings of BDEF and of the various 
conjectures of scholars in regard to d fficult passages of the text 
cannot be surpassed for clearness, succinctness and, I believe, 
accuracy. The fault of his text is that he is too much under the 
sway of B, and consequently not sufficiently open-minded in 
regard to the other sources from which B often needs to be 
supplemented. 

Fred. C. Conybeare. 



